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T HE DEBATE over the MX el soon reachi 8.
crescendo when Defense Secretary Caspar W. Wein-
berger issues his long-awaited ted recommendation on how to

~\:}‘~‘ i .'x
VEL

deploy the 10-qu missite. For: “weeks;; the press has |

been feeding onJeaks amd rumors.-Some: reports foresee a
truncated. versions of the Carter admmxstmtwn plan. to
“hide some-200:"nissiles in a. -maze: of 4,600 shelters-in
Nevada andyUtak::Others: have*Wemberger favoring.a
plan to place. M)imm\la aboard mamm th: C5A

_port planess: é—a#"‘

Missing from much of the reoent reporting, "however,lere k

a.ssassments of how the MX ir its various suggested “bas- "
ing modes™ might affect the strategic nuclear balance and
the prospects for arms control’: Time magazitie’ skirted
such questions in its recent' cover story on’ the: Reagan

defense build-up. So did CBS inits ﬁve-lmur report on

-&"Xr‘. \- ~.

“The Defense of the United States.”
This is one reason why MX: Prescnptwn for Dzsaster

is a timely and important book. Many of the arguments
“that Herbert Scoville Jr. makes in the book are not new.
Scoville’s made them before;. and his colleague at the
Arms Control Association, William H chade, ably

presented the strategic case against the MX in an artlcle

in Foreign Policy over ayear and a half ago.™

But in the midst of the political controversy over Just
where to put.the MX, arguments over the- alleged “de-
stabilizing” features of the missile have faded from pub- |
lic debate. Ironically; this has l:appened at a time when
the Reagan ‘administration : has raised- ‘fundamental
questions aboit the value of pre\nously negouated arms-
control agreements, mJectmg more uncertainty. mto the

Scoville : % and Sov:et nudoar weapons
for most:of his profmxonal. life ‘as 'a scientist.for: ‘the

Atomic. Energy Commission, Defense Department offi- .

cial, assistant. CIA' “directar, assxstant director - of the
Arms Control -and *Disarmament : Agency and, now,"

presrdent of the private Arms Control Association. So* '

- one cannot lightly dxsrmsshrs contention that, far from
deterring. nuclear vonflict; the MX may make nucleat
- war more-likely.: Certamly, Scoville’s: arguments are -

' more compelhng t.ban someadvanwd by some MX cnt— -

. lcs . .3&'&, ﬂi“}u - -.-r.‘{;\r;.t“ - b

" Some critics, for example have focmod on t.he issue of
. the accuracy of ICBMs. In a real shooting war, their ar--
. gumentago, US: and Soviet missiles would be subjected

* of knocking-out the opponent’s land-based missile force. "
- And if'amwland hased Minuteman force is not, for this-]
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: ?‘shell-game’.’ basing- plan. Certaml.y"‘= hwhuw terms;’
_this has been the most vulnerable: feature of the Carter |
admmxstrauon s plans for the MX, attracting opposition. 1
| from groups as diverseas.the National Cattlemen’s As—‘q :

STAT |

One problem mth tlns lme of argumentatton, from an*
‘arms-controt perspectwe ‘is that it minimizes the de-
stabilizing implications of the MZX, which is almost cer-:
tainy goir going to be deployed no matte_r_ v_v_bat some ¢ crltm

“think. If our land based mrssrles are not vulnerable to‘
attack, it stands to reason that the MX will not threaten
“ the Soviet land-based nuclear deterrent: either:. That:
- may- be the case. But.if Soviet. planners believe- that:
their missiles are threatened by:the MX, they- may, in
“effect, move their: fingers closer to the . trigger to protect
agamst the: possrblhty of & preempti attack 3
uld turn out to b

" Another-criticism of the MX  tha
counterproducuve from the: arms_
centers on the. emnronmeutal £

: sociation and the Mormon Church:. ‘But’ “overreliance on-
 this sort of criticism could produce a Pyrrlnc victory for!
. arms-control supporters if it results’in the deployment.
-of the MX missile in Minuteman silos. Such a.move.
‘would provide the United -States with ‘a_first-strike
weapon without resolving the vulnerability questxon. .

It’s to Scovilles credit that he does not give undue

emphas:s to these two lines ¢ of argument. Scoville's. mam ”

point is that the vulnerabnhtyof Iand-based missiles isa

reel concern, even if the actual performance of missiles}

in a war is uncertain. By deploying 200 MX missiles, he
insists; the United States would have enough warheads

to threaten the Soviet ICBM force; which carries 70 per-1.
‘cent of the Soviet nuclear deterrent, with a first-strike-i.

attack: This, he reasons, will impel the Soviet Union to
adopt a posture of laun ch-on-wammg of an impending
attack, increasing the chances of an accidential nuclear
war. Beyond that, he argues, MX rmsnlu may beoome
“flashing be’acoi:;”ftbat'ma ‘draw

- Clearly, as Scovxllc sees it, we would
foresake the means to threaten Soviet land-based nns-
‘siles even if they have the capabihty to threaten ours. As.
he puts it, “This anomalous’ situation occurs because]
only one-third of our ‘deterrent is at stake.when ICBMs
are vulnerable, while’ three-fourtln of that of the Soviet.
Union would be at risk: We are not safe when the Soviet
leaders thmk the bulk of then' nudea. deterrent. is m
Jeopardy mET et

I MX mxssiles must “be deployed, he. argues,.

-
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they- :
sbould be placed on small submarmeo at sea. Since such

‘submarines would be difficult to target, it ‘would mini-.

.mize the Soviet_ incentive to launcha  preemptive strike.|

'»The Umt’ed States also could'mak&do w\th 100 nnsales s|
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